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I also examine conflict generated by images
that werc once accurate, but that no longer
reflect the intentions of one or more parties.
Under these conditions, social-psychological
analysis is important both to explin the
conflict and to generate prescriptions to
reduce its intensity.
The analysis focuses on the images of
leaders, but it also examines the roles of
elites and publics to analyze the still ill-
understood social-psychological processes
of the creation, retention, and revision of
enemy images by individuals and by groups.
In this connection, 1 pay particular attention
to the impact of group identity. I first exam-
ine the psychological, social, and political
processes that create and reinforce hostile
images. In the second part of the chapter, 1
explore the conditions under which adver-
sariul images are likely to change. To explain
the changes in enemy images that facilitate
conflict management, routinization, reduc-
tion, and resolution, I draw on propositions
from social psychology to develop a concept
of “trial-and-error learning” from failure,
looking particularly at the strategies one ad-
versary can use to promote change of image
by another.

JDENTITY AND THE CREATION OF
ENEMY IMAGES

An image refers to a set of beliefs or to the
hypotheses and theories that an individual
or group is convinced are valid. An image
includes both experience-based knowledge,
and values or beliefs about desirable behav-
ior.! When these individual images are
shared within 2 group, they become sterco-
typed.? A stereotyped image is a group be-
lief about another individual, group, or state
that includes descriptive, affective, and nor-
mative components. Stereotyped enemy
images, gencrally simple in structure, set the
political context in which action takes place

and decisions are made. Converging streams
of evidence from social psychology, cultural
anthropology, international relations, and
comparative politics suggest that individu-
als and groups are motivated to form and
maintain images of an enemy even in the
absence of solid evidence confirming hos-
tile intentions.

Enemy images can be a product of the
need for identity and the dynamics of group
behavior. Social psychologists have identi-
fied a fundamental human need for identity.
Identity is the way in which a person is, or
wishes to be, known by others; it is a con-
ception of self in relation to others. An cf-
fective identity includes beliefs and scripts
for action in relation to others. An individ-
ual almost always holds more than one iden-
tity and generally moves frecly among these
identities, depending on the situation. 1, for
example, am a mother when I am with my
sons, a wife when we visit my in-laws, a
teacher with my students, and a scholar with
my university colleagues. Individual identity
is highly situational and relational.

One important component of individual
identity is social identity, or the part of an
individual's self-concept that derives from
knowledge of his or her membership in a
social group or groups, together with the
value attached to that membership.> Social
psychologists suggest that people satisfy
their need for positive self-identity, status,
or reduction of uncertainty by identifying
with a group.® These needs then require
bolstering and favorable comparison of the
“in-group” with “out-groups.” Member-
ship in a group leads to systematic com-
parison, differentiation, and derogation of
other groups.

The most striking finding of social psy-
chologists is that social differentiation occurs
even in the absence of material bases for con-
flict. This need for collective as well as indi-
vidual identity leads people to differentiate
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between “we” and “they,” to distinguish be-
tween “insiders” and “outsiders,” even when
scarcity or gain is not an issue, In an effort
to establish or defend group identity, groups
and their leaders identify their distinctive
attributes as virtues and label the distinctive-
ness of others as vices, This labeling responds
to deep social-psychological needs, can lead
to the creation of enemy stereotypes, and
can culminate in conflict.

A study of massive state repression lead-
ing to group extinction, for example, con-
cluded that genocides and politicides are
extreme attempts to maintain the security of
one identity group at the expense of other
groups.® Ethnocentrism, or strong feelings
of self-group centrality and superiority, does
not necessarily culminate in extreme or vio-
lent behavior. It does, however, draw on
myths that are central to group or national
culture and breeds stereotyping and a mis-
placed suspicion of others’ intentions.”

Social identity and differentiation do not,
however, incvitably lead to violent conflict.?
If they did, conflict would occur at all times,
under all conditions. Scveral important qual-
ifications are necessary before we can ad-
dress the relationship between identity and
violence. First, personal and social identity
are often in tension with one another. By
identifying strongly with a group, people
inevitably deemphasize their individual
identity, and those with a strong sense of
individual identity give less weight to their

group identitics. Human rights activists,
for example, characteristically identify less
with a particular group and more with
norms of individual responsibility. People
also gencrally identify with several groups. I
am a Torontonian at home, an Ontarian
when 1 travel in Canada, and 2 Canadian
when I travel abroad. People typically iden-
tify with a group whose importance is
salient in a given situation.?

The critical question is under what con-
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ditions identity and violent conflict are re-
lated. Why are relationships among some
groups so much more competitive and vio-
lent than among others?'® Hutus and Tutsis
have engaged in violent conflict six times
since 1962, while Québecois and Anglo-
phones in Canada—despite important and
deep differences between the two groups—
have not fought for over two hundred years,
Moreover, substantial numbers of Québecois
also share multiple identities, including
strong and positive identification with Can-
ada. What explains why strong group iden-
tity precipitates violent conflict only in
some situations?

At least part of the answer lies in the
v'flriability of identity. Social identity is not
given; it can be chosen freely by an individ-
ual, imposed by others who have the author-
ity and resources to do so, or socially con-
structed through interaction with others.!!
Ethnic or national identity intensifies, for
example, during periods of social, economic,
or political crisis, when it is brokered by
leaders who create or reinterpret historics
and traditions.'? Serbian leaders quite delib-
erately sharpened ethnic differentiation in
the period following Marshal Tito’s death
and the weakening of the state structure.

Conflict does not develop when the
sources of ideatities or the identities them-
selves are compatible. I experience no con-
flict, for example, among my multiple iden-
tities as a Torontonian, an Ontarian, and a
Canadian. When the identity an individual
chooses is incompatible with the identity
imposed by others or the social context
in which identity is constantly being re-
created, conflict can develop. Muslims liv-
ing in Bosnia-Herzegovina, for example,
defined themselves as Serbs or Croats until
the 1970s, when the Serb and Croat iden-
tities began to be re-created to exclude

Muslims. Only then did they begin to de-
fine themselves as Bosnian Muslims with a

frm
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distinct political identiry. Even then, how-
ever, incompatible political identities may
not be sufficient to create violent conflict.
To return again to the Canadian example,
some Québecois see fundamental incom-
patibilities with being a Quebecker and a
Canadian, but do not consider resorting to
force. They do not because they are com-
mitted to norms of fairness and due process,
and they expect these commitments to be
reciprocated by their counterparts in
English-speaking Canada.®

Conflict can trigger violence among
groups under conditions of scarcity. Some
evidence suggests that culturally and physi-
cally similar groups can generate hostility
and aggression toward one another when in
competition for scarce resources.' Analyses
of civil violence also conclude that relative
deprivation is the most important condition
for participants in collective violence.!S As
the gap grows between material expecta-
tions and assets, aggression toward those
perceived as the cause of relative deprivation
will grow and intensify. Relative deprivation
is a uscful starting point in explaining the
growth of hostile imagery and stereotypes
in a state where the economy is declining.
Loss aversion is likely to intensify stereo-
typing: When expectations remain stable,
but capabilities decline, people who are
experiencing a decline in their assets are
especially likely to become angry and to
provide fertile ground for imagery that is
hostile to another group.'¢

Conflicts of identity arc particularly
acute when group members believe that rec-
ognizing another’s identity can compromise
their own, when they perceive that granting
rights to the other is an abdication of their
own identity. Throughout much of its his-
tory, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been
this kind of existential conflict: Because
both identities are tied to the same territory,
leaders on both sides long felt that acknowl-
edging the other’s identity would funda-

mentally compromise their own.!? In these
kinds of existential conflicts over identity,
cnemy images are casily formed and resis-
tant to change.

COGNITION AND ENEMY IMAGES

Common cognitive biases can also contrib-
ute to the creation of enemy images. The
egocentric bias leads people to overestimate
the extent to which they are the target of
others’ actions. Leaders are thus likely to see
their group or state as the target of the hos-
tility of others even when they are not.

The fundamental attribution error leads
people to exaggerate systematically the im-
portance of others’ dispositions or fixed
attributes in explaining their undesired be-
havior. Leaders are, therefore, likely to
attribute undesirable behavior to the “char-
acter” of other groups or states, rather than
to the difficultics they face in their environ-
ment.® Syria’s president rarely draws a dis-
tinction between Isracl’s leaders, ignores
differences among political parties, explains
Israel’s behavior as a consequence of its
Zionist character, and dismisses the impact
of public opinion on the policy of a demo-
cratically elected leadership. President
Assad consistently exaggerates the “disposi-
tion” of Israel's leadership at the expense of
the situation it confronts.

Identity and cognitive biases do not
always contribute to conflict through
stereotyped enemy images. These images
are necessary, but insufficient explanations
of the formation of enemy images. If they
were sufficient, individuals, groups, and
states would have strong enemy images all
the time. This is clearly not the case. The
critical variables are the kinds of environ-
ments in which individuals and groups seck
to satisfy their needs and the norms that
they generate and accept. Certain kinds of
international and domestic conditions facil-
itate the formation of enemy images."?

JaNicE GROss STEIN
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THE INTERNATIONAL AND
DoMESTIC CONTEXT

The international environment of states can
create conditions in which identity or cog-
nitive biases trigger the creation of enemy
images, even in the absence of aggressive
behavior by others. The distinguishing
characteristic of a “security dilemma”is that
behavior perceived by one group or state as
threatening and aggressive is actually a de-
fensive response to an inhospitable strategic
environment. To enhance their own secur-
ity, leaders take measures that simultane-
ously diminish the security of others.?® For
forty years, leaders in the Soviet Union and
the United States saw their own behavior
as a defensive response to the aggressive in-
tentions and actions of the other.?! Inter-
preting a defensive action as offensive can
feed and fuel an image of an encmy that is
then reinforced over time in a spiraling pro-
cess of interaction.

The formation of enemy images can also
be triggered by domestic factors. Identity
conflict is often a competition for owner-
ship of the state and control of its resources.
States can stand above and attempt to medi-
ate conflict—for example, by giving repre-
sentation to different groups as in Belgium
—or can be the creature and the instrument
of one exclusive group, as in Nigeria where
the Hausa Fulani dominate the military
regime.2 The expropriation of the identity,
symbols, and resources of the state by one
group to the exclusion of others is a strong
predictor of the likelihood of stereotyping.

Groups and coalitions whose interests
are served by conflict abroad or ongoing
hostility can capture the political process
and propagate enemy images designed to
intensify hostility. Entreprencurial leaders
or elites whose domestic support is un-
certain or threatened can manipulate identi-
ties to bolster political loyalty.* To gain
public support, parochial intcrest groups
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that benefit from militarist or imperialist
policies create strategic rationalizations or
“myths.” Over time, some elites come to
belicve the myths that they have learned,
making these images extraordinarily resis-
tant to change. A process of mythmaking
that perpetuates hostile imagery is most
likely in countries, like the former Soviet
Union, with concentrated intcrest groups
that trade and logroll.*

Differences in domestic political condi-
tions make some kinds of populations more
receptive to clitc manipulation than oth-
ers.® In controlled political regimes, leaders
and elites who dominate the instruments of
communication can more easily manipulate
identities and mass images. Both the kind
of regime and the organization of society
affect the creation of hostile imagery. The
hallmark of a deeply divided socicty, one
that is likely to sustain significant hostile
imagery and experience violent conflict, is
the presence of separate structures orga-
nized on the basis of identity, structures that
infuse every aspect of society. In Lebanon,
for example, political offices—from the
highest level to the local levels—have tradi-
tionally been allocated on the basis of reli-
gious identity. In this kind of socicty, creat-
ing and maintaining cthnic stercotypes and
enemy images is easy.

Political, economic, and psychocultural
factors are relevant to the growth of hostile
imagery. The salience and intensity of iden-
tity, especially ethnic identity, as social
differentiators are critical predictors of ster-
eotyping. Salience and intensity are them-
selves tied closely to the perceived stakes
of ethaic relations.?® The greater the gap
between expectations and capabilities, the
more important the values that are endan-
gered by declining capabilitics, and the
smaller the range of other satisfactions that
can compensate for the loss in assets, the
more receptive populations are to elite
attempts to stereotype others.?”
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This analysis suggests that identity itself
is not a cause of stereotyping and violent
conflict. Even when competitive identities
are present, stereotyping is likely only when
it is triggered by the exclusionary acts
of lcaders, either by monopolizing the
resources of the state against groups within
their own socicties or by pressing claims
against those within others. Leaders and
clites evoke threats to political identity that
then provoke stereotyping and contribute
to violence.

THE PERSISTENCE OF ENEMY IMAGES
Once stercotyped images are in place, they are
extraordinarily difficult to change. Because
enemy images contain an emotional dimen-
sion of strong dislike, there is a strong desire
to maintain the existing image and little
incentive to seck new information about a
foe.?8 Stercotyped images also generate be-
havior that is hostile and confrontational,
increasing the likelihood that an adversary
will respond with hostile action. A cycle of
reciprocal behavior then reinforces adver-
sary images by providing allegedly confirm-
ing evidence of hostile intentions. Enemy
images tend to become self-fulfilling and
self-reinforcing. ¥

Enemy images are also the product of
deeply rooted social and psychological
needs and frequently serve the interests of
important groups and clites. Consequently
they become central and well-embedded
within larger belief systems. Research has
established at least three different schemas
of enemies: imperials, barbarians, and de-
generates.?® For example, throughout the
Cold War, the Soviet leadership saw the
United States as an “imperial” enemy; Chi-
nese leaders have at times stereotyped oth-
ers as “barbarians”; and the Ayatollah Kho-
meini in Iran described western leaders as
“degencrates.” Many other examples could
be cited.

Theories of cognitive consistency ex-
pect that the least central parts of a belief
system—that is, those with the fewest inter-
dependent cognitions—will change first.
Central beliefs are generally most resistant
to change; people tend to modify at the
margin and to change peripheral beliefs
firse3! In the process of making inferences,
people seck to maintain their belicfs by
reducing the challenge of discrepant infor-
mation. The well-established tendency to
discount inconsistent information contrib-
utes significantly to the persistence of sterco-
types. When people receive discrepant
information, they generally make the small-
est possible change in their beliefs; they will
change their beliefs incrementally, allowing
a large number of exceptions and special
cases and making superficial alterations,
rather than changing their central beliefs.
Indeed, exposure to contradictory informa-
tion frequently results in the strengthening
of beliefs.3> When the Soviet leadership cut
defense spending, for example, John Foster
Dulles explained that they did so out of
weakness rather than from any intention to
prevent a spiraling arms race. People also
tend to actively seek and interpret infor-
mation that confirms the negative image.>*

Cognitive psychology has identified a
number of heuristics, or mental rules of
thumb, that can make cnemy images resis-
tant to change even in the face of discrepant
information.® They describe how individu-
als process information, using convenient
shorteuts. Two of the best-documented
heuristics are availability and representative-
ness.36 The availability heuristic posits that
people tend to interpret new information
in terms of what is most easily available
in their cognitive repertoire, that is, in light
of what they already know.3” An enemy
image is usually easily available and salient.
The heuristic of representativeness suggests
that people are likely to exaggerate similar-
itics between one event and a prior class of
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events.® When action is ambiguous, people
tend to treat it as representative of carlicr
hostile behavior.

IMAGE CHANGE

Stability in enemy images is the default and
change the exception. Yet conservatism does
not hold unconditionally. Belief systems and
schemata, the active reconstruction of expe-
rience at a higher level of abstraction, also
change, at times dramatically. Psychological,
social, and political variables affect the pro-
pensity of change in enemy images.
Change in images is partly a function of
the rate at which discrepant information
occurs. Cognitive psychologists identify sev-
eral factors that facilitate change. They sug-
gest that important beliefs can change dra-
matically when there is no other way 10
account for “large” amounts of contradic-
tory data.¥? Greater change will occur when
information arrives in large batches, rather
than bit by bit. President Bush, for example,
did not change his image of Gorbachev
cven though the Soviet leader made a series
of unilateral gestures to the United States.
Only when information about large changes
arrived in 2 rush, did he finally alter his
well-established image of the Soviet leader.
Significant change in beliefs about others
also occurs when people are exposed to in-
consistent information and are persuaded
that the behavior is not an arbitrary response
to their environment but reflects the “nature”
of the others.”? Croatian and Muslim lead-
ers arc unlikely, for example, to change their
image of Serbians if they attribute change in
Serbian policy to their military setback by
the Croatian forces in Krajina. The social
and political conditions that promote un-
characteristic attributions to dispositional
rather than situational factors have not been
satisfactorily identified.*!
Images can also change incrementally
over time. As people consider information
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about an adversary inconsistent with their
previous knowledge, they incorporate into
their belief the conditions under which the
image does not hold. This kind of process
permits gradual change and adjustment.*?
When controlled political systems become
more open or as leaders and elites receive
new information about their rival, their im-
age of the “other” can change incrementally.

Cognitive explanations of image change
pay insufficient attention to the emotional
factors that can motivate—or inhibit—
change. Not only “cold” cognition but also
“hot” emotions affect the likelihood of im-
age change. The lower the intensity of an
emotional commitment to an identity and
its associated images, the less resistant these
images are to change in the face of contra-
dictory information.}

Most theories of social cognition do not
adequately specify the external conditions or
mediating causes of any of these changes.*
Critics rightly contend that the neglect of
context is disturbing; the social in “social”
cognition research is largely absent.*s Theo-
ries of social cognition do not explicitly
model the processes that link changes in
the environment to cognitive constructs or
explain how images change. They do not
examine the political and social interests
with a stake in change, nor do they explore
the social configurations that promote
change in group images. Until they do, the-
ories of social cognition will remain an
inadequate theoretical tool in the analysis of
change in enemy images.

PoumicaL LEaRNING

To explain the changes in enemy images
that facilitate conflict management, routin-
ization, reduction, and resolution, 1 draw on
propositions from social psychology to de-
velop a concept of trial-and-error learning
from failure. Learning is a subset of cog-
nitive change; not all change is learning,
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but all learning is change. Leamning is an
explicitly normative concept: It measures
cognitive change against some set of expli-
cit criteria.

There is as yet no unified theory of
learning, and psychology has not identified
the conditions or thresholds that predict
when different forms of learning are likely
to occur. Furthermore, most psychological
theories of learning are not very useful in
specifying the dynamics of learning, in large
part because they analyze learning within
highly structured environments. Learning
theories in educational and experimental
psychology are associationist. They treat
learning as a change in the probability of a
specified response in the face of changing
reward contingencies.® This concept of
learning is not helpful in social and political
environments where appropriate responses
are unknown or disputed.

Political psychologists distinguish be-
tween simple and complex learning. Learn-
ing is simple when means are better adjusted
to ends. Complex learning occurs when peo-
ple develop more differentiated images and
when these images are integrated into
higher order structures that highlight diffi-
cult trade-offs.*” Complex learning, at its
highest level, may lead to a reordering or 2
redefinition of goals. From this perspective,
learning must include the development of
more complex structures as well as changes
in content.

These concepts of learning are a useful
approach to explaining changes in hostile
images that then shape or permit new direc-
tions in policy, but they fail 1o distinguish
change from learning. Without some evalua-
tive criteria, any cognitive change can be
considered learning, and the concept of
learning becomes redundant. Change in
cognitive content or structure does not al-
ways constitute the “learning” that is neces-
sary for conflict reduction. Saddam Hus-
sein, for example, in the year preceding his
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decision to invade Kuwait, simplified his
schema and concluded that the United
States was engaged in a conspiracy to un-
dermine his regime. Since the United States
had no intention of undermining his regime
and took no action to do so, this cognitive
change is more accurately characterized as
paranoid thinking that led to escalation of
conflict.* Although these changes in Sad-
dam'’s schema do provide a powerful expla-
nation of his foreign policy behavior, they
cannot, however, be considered learning.>
Inescapably built into the concept of politi-
cal learning is an evaluation of the structure
and content of cognitive change.’! These
kinds of evaluative judgments incvitably are
and will be contested.

More helpful are several strands of
social-psychological theory and research
that examine the liabilities of success and
the benefits of failure in promoting organi-
zational learning.52 When failure challenges
the status quo, it can draw attention to
problems and stimulate the search for solu-
tions. Only certain kinds of failure promote
learning—highly predictable failures pro-
vide no new information, but unanticipated
failures that challenge old ways of represen-
ting problems are more likely to stimulate
new formulations. When Bosnian. Serb
forces suffered an unexpected and humili-
ating military defeat at the hands of Cro-
atia, Slobodin Milosevic moved vigorously
to push a reformulated policy in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Responding to failure, leaders
“learn through experimentation” rather
than through more traditional patterns of
avoidance.’?

Learning through failure can provoke a
series of sequential experiments that gener-
ate quick feedback and allow a new round
of trial-and-error experimentation.’* This
trial-and-crror model of learning captures
the dynamics of social cognition far more
effectively than cognitive theories in which
the perceiver is a “passive onlooker, who
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doesn't 4o anything—doesn't mix it up with
the folks he's watching, never tests his judg-
ments in action or intcraction.”* It does not
represent learning as a neat linear process
with clear causal antecedents, but as 2 messy,
dynamic, interactive social, organizational,
and political process.

In the text below, I first examine the in-
ternal conditions that can promote learning
by onc adversary. For present purposes, 1
define learning as changes in enemy images
that promote conflict management, routin-
ization, reduction, and resolution. I then
explore the strategies that leaders or groups
can use to promote the kinds of changes in
their adversary’s image of themselves that
can lead to a reduction in conflict. The dis-
tinction between internal and external stim-
uli to learning and change in enemy image
is artificial, since the process is usually
highly interactive, but it is convenient for
analytic purposes.

Former presidents Anwar Sadat of Egypt
and Mikhail Gorbachev of the Soviet Union
are two outstanding examples of political
learning. Both developed far more complex
and differentiated images of their adversary
and initiated a series of actions that triggered
a process of conflict reduction.’ Changes in
the images of their adversary led to changes
in behavior that in turn provoked further
changes in their enemy images. Leamning
accelerated in the doing.

To develop a satisfactory explanation of
image change through political learning,
we necd to identify the conditions and stra-
tegies that promote learning. One obvious
explanation is the change in the inter-
national distribution of capabilities—the
relative decline in Egyptian and Soviet
capabilities as compared to Israel and the
United States, respectively. If changes in
Egyptian and Sovict enemy images are
a straightforward response to structural
changes in the international system, then
the analysis of political dynamics and image
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change is unnecessary. If, on the other hand,
there were important divisions within the
Egyptian and Soviet leadership, and inter-
pretations of the environment were con-
tested, then structural factors alone can-
not provide a sufficient explanation of the
change in Egyptian and Soviet concepts,
In both Egypt in the mid-1970s and the
Soviet Union in the mid-1980s, there were
decp divisions within the leadership. New
interpretations of their environments were
bitterly contested. It is therefore unsatisfy-
ing to explain the changes in Egyptian and
Soviet images of their adversaries as rational
adaptation to unambiguous feedback from
their environments.5?

Social and political factors can also be
important triggers of image change and poli-
tical learing.*® Shifting political coalitions
can be a powerful explanation of image
change if new leaders are chosen primarily
because of the content of their belicfs. In
these two cases, however, both Sadat and
Gorbachev struggled to shape coalitions
to support policies that flowed from their
changed images; new coalitions did not
demand changes toward their adversary
from their leader.

Generational change and political succes-
sion can also explain a fundamental change
in leaders’ images; the source of change is
not individual learning but a change in
clites. Generational change is helpful but
not entirely satisfactory as an explanation of
image change in the Soviet Union, and it is
irrelevant in Egypt. Gorbachev was a gen-
cration younger than Brezhnev and many of
his collcagues, but many in Gorbachev's
generation did not change. In Egypt,
Sadat was of the same generation as Gamal
Abdel Nasser, and Sadat learned after he
had been president for several years.

Political succession and domestic politics
are helpful in explaining whose images pre-
vail under what set of political conditions.
Shifts in social structure and political power
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determine whether leaders can implement
policics based on changed images. How-
ever, they do not and cannot address the
important question of why Gorbachev and
Sadat began to “think” differently about
conflict and how and why they changed
their images and developed new concepts to
organize their thinking about foreign and
defense policy.

WHY LEADERS LEARN

The changes in Gorbachev’s and Sadat’s
images of their adversary suggest two con-
ditions that motivated political learning.®
The first condition was the importance of
domestic reform to both men. Gorbachev
came to office committed to domestic re-
structuring of a largely stalemated cconomic
and political system. Gorbachev quickly
learned that future resource commitments
implicit in the standing threat assessments
of the Soviet military would scriously con-
strain economic restructuring at home.5!

Anwar Sadat similarly was motivated by
his domestic agenda. After the October war
in 1973, Sadat gave new importance to the
role of the private and the foreign sectors,
which were expected to provide both finance
and technology. The new economic strategy
of quasi-liberal experimentation was con-
sistent with Sadat’s strategy of conflict
reduction: Stabilizing of Egypt’s security
environment was essential if the capital and
investment necessary to push the economy
forward were to flow into Egypt.

A second factor common to both leaders
was their prior experience of the failure of
alternatives to accommodation. Even before
he became general-secretary, Gorbachev
invited experts from the Foreign Ministry
and the Academy of Sciences to private dis-
cussions of Soviet policy in Afghanistan.
He was told of the growing costs of the
Soviet intervention and its poor prospects;
Afghanistan was the Sovict “Vietnam.”?

Many also argued that NATO's deployment
of Pershing I missiles had been provoked
by Moscow's deployment of highly accurate
intermediate range nuclear systems.®® Stim-
ulated by the failures in the Soviet economy,
in policy in Afghanistan, and in arms con-
trol, Gorbachev learned through extensive
consultation with specialists and experts and
through trial-and-error experimentation.®*

Sadat also learned from failure. Both he
and Egyptian generals recognized that
Egypt had fought the war in 1973 under
optimal conditions: A military alliance with
Syria had permitted a coordinated two-
front attack for the first time, Arab oil pro-
ducers had joined in the accompanying
diplomatic offensive, and Egypt had the
strategic advantage of surprise. Yet even
under those conditions, Egypt had come
perilously close to a serious military defeat
after important initial military successes in
crossing the Suez Canal. In the years fol-
lowing that war, Sadat had expanded the
gains he had made through a process of
phased disengagement with Isracl. In this
context, he was reluctant to risk the limited
gains he had achieved in renewed warfare.

In both cases, failure of earlier policies
underlined asymmetric capabilities and un-
favorable trends. The evidence suggests that
both leaders were motivated to learn and to
change their images of their adversary. Both
searched for new information: Gorbachev
from experts in academic institutes and gov-
ernment and from American interlocutors,
and Sadat through intermediaries and then
through secret meetings between high-level
Egyptian and Israeli leaders. Both leaders
were reccptive to the information that they
received, largely because they were moti-
vated to change existing images and poli-
cies. Both began with a small change in
image, moved tentatively to small actions,
accepted feedback, learned, and initiated a
new series of actions that generated further
feedback and change.®® Gorbachev and
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Sadat ultimately became confident that
their adversaries would reciprocate their acts
of reassurance. Learning was not orderly
and linear, but experimental, through trial
and error. In both cases, enemy images
changed as a result of a complex interactive
relationship between political learning and
action that provided quick feedback.

Gorbachev and Sadat were motivated to
change their images of their adversaries by
their interest in freeing resources for domes-
tic reform and by the earlier failure of alter-
natives to accommodation. These two stim-
uli 10 learning are not easily manipulated by
others from the outside. They were the
cumulative result of long-standing trends in
Soviet and Egyptian domestic and foreign
policy. Although this kind of fundamental
learning is not necessary for crisis manage-
ment or the routinization of conflict, it is an
essential precondition of conflict reduction
and resolution. Fundamental learning en-
couraged both Gorbachev and Sadat to use
strategies of reassurance to initiate a process
of conflict reduction.

STRATEGIES OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT
AND RebucTION

Hostile imagery must change if conflict is to
be reduced and resolved. Interstate conflict
has been managed and routinized without
modification in clite, much less public im-
ages, but neither civil violence nor interstate
conflict can be resolved unless images change
and leaders and publics learn. The process
must also be reciprocated: Once leaders or
groups begin to change their image of their
adversary and are interested in attempting
to resolve their conflict, they must change
the image their adversary has of them if
conflict reduction is to make any progress.

When leaders recognize that misperccp-
tion and stereotyping govern their adver-
sary’s judgments as well as their own, they
can try, by making an irrevocable commit-
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ment, to reassure their adversary of their
benign intentions and to create incentives
for conflict reduction.% This is precisely the
strategy adopted by President Sadat in
1977.57 Dissatisfied with the progress of
negotiations in the autumn of 1977, yet
unprepared to accept the status quo, Sadat
searched for a dramatic move that would
both reduce the tension and distrust be-
tween Egypt and Israel and induce Israel
to make major concessions to reduce the
conflict. It was the distrust built up over
decades, he argued, that constrained the
attempt to negotiate the issues at stake and
fucled the cycle of wars. Sadat began secret
negotiations between Egypt’s deputy prime
minister and Isracl’s foreign minister in
Morocco; each agreed to make a critical
concession—Israel indicated its willingness
to return most of the Sinai peninsula to
Egyptian sovereignty, and Egypt agreed to
peace and the establishment of diplomatic
relations with Israel.®® Although these pro-
posals were not fully satisfactory to cither
party, both sides were assurcd that their
concessions would be reciprocated rather
than exploited. Shortly thercafter, Sadat
went to Jerusalem and spoke to the Knesset
of the Egyptian terms for peace. Egyptian
demands were unchanged, but Isracl’s lead-
ers and public paid attention to the irre-
versible deed rather than to the content of
the words. Through this single, dramatic act
of reassurance, Sadat changed the trajectory
of the conflict by changing his image both
among the elite and the public in Isracl.
Sadat’s arrival in Jerusalem challenged
the most important set of belicfs about
Arab goals among Israel’s leadership and
public. His visit provided the dramatic evi-
dence that was needed to overcome deeply
entrenched enemy images. A broad spec-
trum of Israclis had assumed that Arab
leaders were unrelentingly hostile, so much
so that they were unprepared to meet
Isracl’s leaders face-to-face. Once these core
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belicfs were shaken and Isracl’s identity was
acknowledged, it became easier for Israelis
to begin to revise associated assumptions
and expectations.

President Sadat spoke over the heads of
Isracl’s leadership directly to Israel's public.
With his flair for the dramatic, he created
the psychological and political symbols that
would mobilize public opinion to press their
more cautious and restrained leaders. In so
doing, he removed a constraint on Israel’s
leaders and created a political inducement
to action. Public learning, far more than clite
learning, seems to require a dramatic and
irrevocable demonstration of an adversary’s
benign intentions. Elites are more likely to
learn incrementally, as they focus their atten-
tion on changing information over time. The
public only selectively focuses its attention
and is likely to be more resistant to gradual
learning. Public opinion did change in Israel
in response to a highly visible, unexpected,
dramatic action.

Under this very special set of conditions,
reassurance through irrevocable commit-
ment succeeded brilliantly. The two critical
components that make an irrevocable com-
mitment reassuring to an adversary are its
obviously high cost to the leaders who is-
sue the commitment and its irreversibility.
The strategy has been uscd so infrequently
because it is often very difficult and very
risky to design a commitment that is both
high in cost and irreversible.5® Leaders fre-
quently have neither the resources nor the
information necessary to make irrevocable
commitments. In attempting to change an
adversary’s image through a self-binding
commitment, leaders face a difficult trade-
off; they are more likely to make offers
that are reversible and less costly, but
reversible low-cost offers are far less likely
10 lead to fundamental change in an adver-
sary's image.

Reassurance through irrevocable com-
mitment also requires a degree of freedom
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from domestic political and bureaucratic
constraints. In Egypt after the 1973 Way,
Sadat had great autonomy in decision mak-
ing and, indeed, could withstand the resig-
nation of his foreign minister. Even so, mak-
ing an irrevocable commitment to leaders
long identified as antagonists can be difficult
to justify to the public. Yet it is the public
nature of the commitment that contributes
to its irreversibility and credibility.”® For all
these reasons, the making of sclf-binding
commitments to jolt an adversary to change
its image and learn is likely to be difficult.

When a strategy of irrevocable com-
mitment is impossible, one strategy that
builds in some opportunity for learning is
an adapted version of graduated reduction
in international tension (GRIT).”! The ini-
tiator announces in advance that it is begin-
ning a series of conciliatory actions designed
to reduce conflict and then implements these
actions whether or not the other side recip-
rocates. Such actions should be casily verifi-
able. As each step is implemented, the ini-
tiator invites its adversary to reciprocate, but
does not specify the appropriate response.
Furthermore, a reciprocal response by an
adversary is rewarded by a somewhat more
conciliatory action. These actions, however,
should not impair the defensive capacity of
the initiator. If the other side attempts to
exploit the concession, the initiator should
respond with an appropriate action, but
only to the degree necessary to restore the
status quo.

Experimental studies concur that strate-
gies like GRIT, which build in a series of
conciliatory initiatives taken independentdy
of the other’s actions, arc more effective
than strategics that reciprocate directly and
immediately.” Moreover, they were as ef-
fective among players who were judged gen-
erally competitive by their previous actions
as among those who were generally cooper-
ative. A second cffective approach is a recip-
rocal strategy that is slow to rctaliate and
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slow to return to conciliation; this variant of
reciprocity makes allowances for initial mis-
perception and modest learning.™

The experimental evidence may be overly
optimistic when action occurs outside the
laboratory. Gorbachev went far beyond a
graduated strategy of reciprocity as he at-
tempted to change American images of the
Soviet Union. In 1985, he initiated a series
of unilateral conciliatory actions and persis-
ted even when they were not reciprocated.”
Despite this series of unilateral Soviet actions,
many in Washington resisted changing their
images of the Soviet Union and remained
skeptical of Gorbachev's intentions.” Para-
doxically, it was Gorbachev who “learned by
doing” in a complex interactive relationship
between beliefs and behavior—action led to
further changes in his beliefs as he made
inferences from his behavior about his con-
victions.” Large and significant amounts of
discrepant information were necessary before
American leaders changed their image of the
Soviet Union. It took Soviet tolerance of the
destruction of the Berlin Wall, a dramatic
and irreversible signal, to change American
images and provoke fundamental learning.

CONCLUSION

Analysis of Gorbachev’s and Sadat’s policies
suggests that strategies of conflict resolution
that focus only on competing interests arc
likely to be insufficient to stimulate the
learning that is fundamental to changing
hostile imagery. In both enduring interstate
rivalries and bitter ethnic conflict, interests
are shaped by images, which are in turn par-
tially shaped by identity. What we sce as a
threat is a function in large part of the way
we see the world and who we think we are.
Serbian memories of Croatian attacks dur-
ing World War II and “betrayal” by the
great powers—their identity as victims in a
hostile world—shape the way leaders definc
their interests and help explain the continu-
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ing support by Croatians for leaders and
policies that impose terrible costs.

If threatened identities facilicate the cre-
ation of hostile imagery and contribute to
violent conflict, then securing these identi-
tics must be 2 fundamental component of
conflict resolution. If they are to be effec-
tive, pcacemakers who confront bitter civil
wars or enduring interstate rivalries must
address interests in the broader context of
images and identity. In the former Yugo-
slavia, the conflict can be managed tem-
porarily by territorial partition and safe
havens, but only temporarily. The conflict
can be resolved only if all the parties recog-
nize the legitimacy and the permanence of
the others’ identities. President Sadat’s rec-
ognition of Israel’s legitimacy was the criti-
cal key that unlocked the long and difficult
peace process that culminated in mutual
recognition by Israel and the Palestinians of
the legitimacy of the other’s identity.

In conflicts between states, reciprocal
recognition of legitimacy and renunciation
of the use of force can most directly secure
threatened identities and reshape interests. In
civil conflicts, the challenge is the same but
the strategies must be somewhat different.
Fractured states can be reconstructed through
political separation and mutual recogni-
tion of competing identities, through a con-
sociational or group building-block approach
(where clite leaders accommodate and groups
remain distinct), or through an integrative
approach that seeks to forge multi-ethnic
coalitions with cross-cutting ties.”

Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin recog-
nized in the last years of his life that there
could be no military solution to the conflict
between Israclis and Palestinians, and he
made the fundamental decision to recognize
the political identity of Palestinians. He
began by negotiating with Palestinian lead-
ers from the West Bank and Gaza, but he
concluded that they did not have sufficient
authority to make peace. He was reluctant
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to negotiate with Yasser Arafat, the chair-
man of the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation (PLO), because he was pessimistic
that the two could find an acceptable set-
tlement. Rabin nevertheless allowed his
foreign minister, Shimon Peres, to explore
through a private channel the possibility
that Arafat would agree to a gradual, incre-
mental process that would allow Israel to
test the intentions of the PLO in exchange
for recognition of the political identity of
the Palestinians and the creation of the
Palestine National Authority. Critical to the
process was mutual recognition of identity
and political separation of the two peoples.
Over time, secured identities should reshape
images and interests as the two peoples dis-
engage and redefine their political, eco-
nomic, and national frontiers.

Mutual recognition and political separa-
tion is the most far-reaching strategy of
conflict reduction. In 1989, after a brutal
civil war that lasted over a decade, leaders
of Lebanese religious groups modified the
fundamentals of their prewar consociational
bargain. Instead of privileging the Maronite
Christian community, Muslims and Chris-
tians now share power equally. The arrange-
ment still provides for 2 Maronite Christian
president, a Sunni Muslim prime minister,
and a Shiite president of the National As-
sembly; political decisions are still made by
leaders at the top while their communities
remain distinct.

The forging of multi-ethnic coalitions
with cross-cutting ties is yet another strat-
egy. This has been the traditional strategy
in India and Canada, for example, and
it was the principal demand of the Mus-
lim leadership of Bosnia-Herzegovina. The
agreement reached in Dayton honors a
multi-cthnic Bosnia in principle, but its
political arrangements provide for de facto
separation of Bosnian Serbs from Muslims
and Croats. In Canada, an intense political
debate now rages between those who argue
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that 2 multicultural and multi-cthnic coali-
tion is the only approach that recognizes the
plurality of identities in Canada and those
who insist that formal recognition of the
distinctivencss of Québecois identity and
political restructuring of Canada is essential.

In all these cases, conflict reduction re-
quired more than reciprocating small con-
cessions in a gradually building process.
The core of the solution lics in the often-
difficult decision by senior leaders to ac-
knowledge, respect, and accommodate dif-
ferent identities and to share political power.
Informal track-two diplomacy (privately
mediated diplomacy among elites closely
connected to political leaders) can facilitate
the discussion of deep identity issues in par-
allel with the more formal negotiation of
interests that are gradually redefined after
identities are recognized. The international
community can facilitate power-sharing
arrangements by tying progress in conflict
resolution to the broader range of issues
associated with membership in good stand-
ing in the global community.

All these strategies assume that identi-
ties are fixed and that they must be accom-
modated 2s they are. Such a pessimistic as-
sumption is unwarranted. I have argued that
identity is not given, but that it is socially
reconstructed as interactions develop and
contexts evolve. In his brilliant analysis,
Benedict Anderson observed that nations,
unlike families and clans where individuals
can know the others, are “imagined com-
munities,” whose past, tradition, and con-
nections are interpreted and reinterpreted
through time.”® Political identitics similarly
depend on imagined communitics whose
traditions are constructed and reinterpreted.
Identities can therefore be reshaped and
reconfigured as leaders and communities
restructure their relationships.

Identitics are complex structures, with
components that emphasize shared commu-
nitarian traditions and norms that usually
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emphasize protection of the weak, social
responsibility, gencrosity, faimess, and reci-
procity as well as honor, reputation, and ven-
geance. The emphasis given to these differ-
ent norms varies with the siruation. Skilled
mediators can emphasize the positive values
of responsibility, fairness, and compassion
as important elements of honor and reputa-
tion. Appeal to the “best” in the tradition
of an identity may shift the emphasis with-
in an “imagined community” to create the
space for fairness and reciprocity that can
ultimately change images, reshape interests,
and culminate in tolerance and recognition
of others' identities.

Threatened identities are conducive to
hostile imagery, incompatible definitions of
interest, and violent conflict. Often, violent
conflict escalates to a painful level of de-
struction before serious attempts at conflict
management {much less conflict resolution)
begin. Yet defeat and destruction are extra-
ordinarily expensive teaching tools. In their
wake, deep enmity can preclude the funda-
mental learning that is necessary for image
change and tolerance of the identities of
others. Only after repeated failures do the
partics begin to negotiate the issues, and
then usually at only a superficial level. The
challenge for peacemaking in the twenty-
first century is to engage the parties earlier
and at a deeper level so that the identities of
some can be stretched to tolerate the iden-
tities of others.
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